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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the proposed 
project. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of the existing land use and 
recreation, and analyze the potential impacts to these resources. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project.   
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 present a description of the existing land use, and 
analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the  
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
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Comment No. 4 
 
The ACC is vested with the state’s authority to decide how it believes 
energy should be furnished within Arizona’s borders (for example, the need 
for and effectiveness of transmission lines within its borders). Refer to the 
revised text in Section 1.1.2, The Origin of TEP’s Proposal: TEP’s Business 
Plan and the Proceedings of the Arizona Corporation Committee, that 
provides explanation of the jurisdictions and authorities of the state and 
Federal agencies, and their relationship to this NEPA analysis. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s  
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies note the commentor’s opposition to the Draft EIS. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the 
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Section 5.2.4 acknowledges the citizen-initiated proposal for an addition to 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  When a Federal agency is evaluating a 
request for a permit for a proposed action developed by a non-Federal 
applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined that Federal agencies should select 
alternatives which are feasible given the applicant’s stated goals and reflect 
the “common sense realities” of the situation. Therefore, the Federal 
agencies are evaluating the proposed project presented by TEP to each of 
the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and 
Need Statements). 
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Comment No. 4 
 
Chapter 3 presents a description of the existing environment and Chapter 4 
analyzes the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, 
including potential impacts to cultural resources (Sections 3.4 and 4.4).  The 
Federal agencies are developing a Programmatic Agreement with the 
Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), interested tribes, and 
TEP guiding the treatment of cultural resources if an action alternative is 
selected.  Prior to ground-disturbing activities in any approved corridor, a 
complete on-the-ground inventory would be conducted by professional 
archaeologists in accordance with provisions of Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  Efforts to identify cultural resources 
would also include historical document research and continued consultation 
with Native American tribes regarding potential traditional cultural 
properties and sacred sites.   Identified cultural resources would be 
evaluated in terms of National Register eligibility criteria and potential 
project effects in consultation with all parties who are participants in the 
Programmatic Agreement. 

 
Wherever possible, power poles, access roads, and any other ground-
disturbing activities would be placed to avoid direct impacts to cultural 
resources.  A professional archaeologist would assist the pole-siting crew in 
avoiding impacts to cultural resource sites.  In cases where avoidance of 
sites is not feasible, a site-specific Treatment Plan and Data Recovery Plan 
would be developed in consultation with tribes, the, appropriate land- 
managing agencies, and the Arizona SHPO.  These plans will include an 
appropriate Plan of Action to implement the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act.   A Discovery Plan would be developed to 
establish procedures to be followed in the event of discovery of 
unanticipated cultural resources, and a Monitoring Plan would address 
issues of site protection and avoidance.   
 
Comment No. 5 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide  
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 Comment No. 5 (continued) 
 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the 
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s  
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
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Comment No. 2 (continued) 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). Therefore, the alternative of a 
new power plant is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the 
international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS.  (Refer also to Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis.) 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources, including 
potential impacts to biological resources in the Tumacacori and Atascosa 
Mountains. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Regarding the effectiveness of road closures, any authorization issued to 
implement the proposed project on the Coronado National Forest would 
contain terms and conditions to ensure road barrier effectiveness and 
maintenance, as appropriate.   
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Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s opinion to withdraw the Draft EIS is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
Section 1.2 explains the roles of the Federal agencies in developing 
alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a permit for 
a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s proposed project, 
the Federal agencies generally limit their review of alternatives to those that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide whether that proposal is 
or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal agencies do not review 
alternatives that are not within the scope of the applicant’s proposal. 
Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to alter its proposal; 
instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is appropriate for the proposal 
as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the agency to run the applicant’s 
business and to change the applicant’s proposal, but only to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the applicant’s business proposal as offered. 
Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable range of alternatives, which 
include the full spectrum of alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s 
proposal. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the 
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National 
Forest. 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 present a description of the existing biological 
resources and analyze the potential impacts to these resources from the 
proposed project, including potential impacts to the endangered, threatened 
and special status species. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not 
meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and 
therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS (refer also to Section 2.1.5, 
Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Analysis). 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal 
and decide whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. 
The Federal agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the 
scope of the applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the 
applicant to alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit 
is appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the 
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal. 
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Note: A total of 1,029 copies of this email, or a substantively very similar 
email, were received by either DOE or USFS. In addition, DOE and USFS 
received multiple emails and letters that included all or part of this email 
along with additional comments, and a copy of each of these emails and 
letters is reproduced in Section 2.3 of this CRD with the corresponding 
responses.  
 
Comment No. 1 
 
The commentor’s request to withdraw the current Draft EIS is noted. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The Federal agencies recognize that many people value certain areas along 
the alternative transmission corridors as wild places and have a holistic 
concern for the natural beauty, undisturbed landscape features, and 
abundant plant and animal wildlife that characterize those areas. These 
unique natural characteristics give such wild areas their "sense of place," 
which includes people’s visual and aural perceptions of the area's 
undisturbed sky, natural landscape, water resources, and plant and animal 
populations. The sense of place also includes the spiritual value that many 
people associate with these wild areas because of their cultural and religious 
significance. The Federal agencies recognize and appreciate this holistic 
sense of place and have revised the introductory sections of Chapters 3 and 
4 of the Final EIS to acknowledge these values. 
 
Clearly, the natural and cultural characteristics that contribute to a sense of 
place transcend the consideration of individual resource areas in a NEPA 
document. However, in order to analyze potential impacts effectively and 
document the analysis, it is necessary to consider the resource areas 
individually. Thus, the EIS discussions of affected environment in Chapter 
3 and potential impacts in Chapter 4 are divided into distinct resource areas 
(e.g., visual resources, biological resources, cultural resources). 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources, including potential impacts to the 
Tumacacori Mountains and the Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National 
Forest. 
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Comment No. 2 (continued) 
 
Sections 3.1, Land Use, and 3.12, Transportation, discuss the IRAs within 
the Coronado National Forest. Sections 4.1, Land Use, and 4.12, 
Transportation, evaluate potential impacts to IRAs. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to wildlife. 
 
The federal agencies are aware that environmental groups are interested in 
achieving federal wilderness designation for a large portion of the 
Tumacacori Ecosystem Management Area (EMA).  Maps provided by 
commentors  indicate that all corridor alternatives considered in this EIS 
cross the area suggested for wilderness designation.  Presence of a 
transmission line would not necessarily preclude wilderness designation, as 
the Wilderness Act of 1964 and Forest Service regulations (36 CFR 293.15) 
allow for the existence, establishment and subsequent maintenance of 
transmission lines in wilderness areas.  Information about the wilderness 
proposal has been added to Section 5.2.4 of the FEIS as a potential future 
action. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the existing 
electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in Nogales, 
Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, Arizona 
to the CFE transmission system….”  When a Federal agency is evaluating a 
request for a permit for a proposed action developed by a non-Federal 
applicant (e.g., TEP), CEQ has opined that Federal agencies should select 
alternatives which are feasible given the applicant’s stated goals and reflect 
the “common sense realities” of the situation. Therefore, the Federal 
agencies are evaluating the proposed project presented by TEP to each of 
the Federal agencies (see Section 1.2.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and 
Need Statements). 
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Comment No. 4 
 
Section 1.2 of the Final EIS explains the roles of the Federal agencies in 
developing alternatives for the proposed project. Where an applicant seeks a 
permit for a particular business project, such as the case with TEP’s 
proposed project, the Federal agencies generally limit their review of 
alternatives to those that would satisfy the applicant’s proposal and decide 
whether that proposal is or is not worthy of receiving a permit. The Federal 
agencies do not review alternatives that are not within the scope of the 
applicant’s proposal. Similarly, the agencies do not direct the applicant to 
alter its proposal; instead, the agencies decide whether a permit is 
appropriate for the proposal as the applicant envisions it. It is not for the  
agency to run the applicant’s business and to change the applicant’s 
proposal, but only to evaluate the environmental effects of the applicant’s 
business proposal as offered. Accordingly, the EIS evaluates a reasonable 
range of alternatives, which include the full spectrum of alternatives that 
would satisfy the applicant’s proposal.   
 
After a regulated utility such as TEP constructs a project in Arizona, the 
ACC determines whether or to what degree an investment by a utility is 
recoverable through consumer electricity rates. Because the Federal 
agencies cannot anticipate how the ACC may adjust consumer electricity 
rates in light of the proposed project, the potential change in consumer 
electricity rates is too speculative for inclusion in the EIS.  There have been 
no rate increases attributable to this proposed project. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line. Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller transmission line in lieu 
of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the international 
interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not evaluated in 
detail in this EIS.  Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated 
From Further Analysis, was revised to provide additional information 
regarding these alternatives that were dismissed from detailed analysis. 
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Note: A total of 9 copies of this email, or a substantively very similar email, 
were received by DOE. In addition, DOE received two emails and letters 
that included all or part of this email along with additional comments, and a 
copy of each of these emails and letters is reproduced in Section 2.3 of this 
CRD with the corresponding responses.  
 
Comment No. 1 
 
The Federal agencies recognize that many people value certain areas along 
the alternative transmission corridors as wild places and have a holistic 
concern for the natural beauty, undisturbed landscape features, and 
abundant plant and animal wildlife that characterize those areas. These 
unique natural characteristics give such wild areas their "sense of place," 
which includes people’s visual and aural perceptions of the area's 
undisturbed sky, natural landscape, water resources, and plant and animal 
populations. The sense of place also includes the spiritual value that many 
people associate with these wild areas because of their cultural and religious 
significance. The Federal agencies recognize and appreciate this holistic 
sense of place and have revised the introductory sections of Chapters 3 and 
4 of the Final EIS to acknowledge these values. 
 
Clearly, the natural and cultural characteristics that contribute to a sense of 
place transcend the consideration of individual resource areas in a NEPA 
document. However, in order to analyze potential impacts effectively and 
document the analysis, it is necessary to consider the resource areas 
individually. Thus, the EIS discussions of affected environment in Chapter 
3 and potential impacts in Chapter 4 are divided into distinct resource areas 
(e.g., visual resources, biological resources, cultural resources). 
 
The affected environment of the Western and Crossover Corridors is 
described in Chapter 3, and the potential environmental impacts (including 
socioeconomic impacts) from these alternatives are fully evaluated in 
Chapter 4. 
 
Comment No. 2 
 
The federal agencies are aware that environmental groups are interested in 
achieving federal wilderness designation for a large portion of the 
Tumacacori Ecosystem Management Area (EMA).  Maps provided by 
commentors  indicate that all corridor alternatives considered in this EIS  
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Comment No. 2 (continued) 
 
cross the area suggested for wilderness designation.  Presence of a 
transmission line would not necessarily preclude wilderness designation, as 
the Wilderness Act of 1964 and Forest Service regulations (36 CFR 293.15) 
allow for the existence, establishment and subsequent maintenance of 
transmission lines in wilderness areas.  Information about the wilderness 
proposal has been added to Section 5.2.4 of the FEIS as a potential future 
action. 
 
Section 4.3.2, Vegetation and Wildlife, states that the long-term reductions 
in biological activity (e.g., lack of vegetation in an area due to construction 
traffic) tend to be more pronounced in arid areas such as the proposed 
project area where biological communities recover very slowly from 
disturbances. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to DOE in 
TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-circuit 
345 kV, alternating current (“AC”) transmission line to interconnect the 
existing electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in 
Nogales, Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, 
Arizona to the CFE transmission system located in Sonora, Mexico.”  In an 
applicant-driven process, such as TEP’s proposed project, the range of 
reasonable alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIS is directly related to the 
applicant’s purpose and need.  
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Comment No. 3 (con’t) 
 
A smaller transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV line would not 
meet the international interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and 
therefore is not evaluated in detail in this EIS. Section 2.1.5, Alternatives 
Considered but Eliminated From Further Analysis, was revised to provide 
additional information regarding this alternative that was dismissed from 
detailed analysis. 
 
Comment No. 4 
 
ACC Decision No. 62011 (ACC 1999) mandates the construction of a 
second transmission line to serve customers in Santa Cruz County, and does 
not reference the export of electricity to Mexico. However, a second ACC 
order (Decision No. 64536, issued in January 2002) grants a CEC to TEP to 
construct only a 345-kV transmission line with the dual purpose of 
addressing the service reliability problems in Santa Cruz County and 
providing interconnection with Mexico.  TEP’s stated purpose and need for 
the proposed project is a dual purpose and need of benefiting both southern 
Arizona and Mexico. 
 
Comment No. 5 
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line. Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant is not 
evaluated in detail in this EIS. Likewise, a smaller transmission line in lieu 
of the proposed 345-kV line would not meet the international 
interconnection aspect of TEP’s proposal, and therefore is not evaluated in 
detail in this EIS.  Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated 
From Further Analysis, was revised to provide additional information 
regarding these alternatives that were dismissed from detailed analysis. 
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Comment No. 1 
 
Sections 3.1.2 and 4.1.2 discuss existing recreational settings and activities, 
and analyze potential impacts to recreation from the proposed project. 
Section 4.1.2 specifically evaluates impacts to ROS indicators such as 
remoteness and naturalness, both of which would have changes that are 
“inconsistent” with the existing ROS classes for much of the length of the 
Western and Crossover Corridors within the Coronado National Forest. 
Analysis of the proposed Forest Plan amendments is contained in Appendix 
H.   
 
Commentor No. 2 
 
The Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest in and of itself does 
not exceed road density limits set forth in the Forest Plan.  Road density 
limits set forth in the Forest Plan are for the Coronado National Forest as a 
whole, not for individual land units or EMAs within the Coronado National 
Forest.   
 
Regarding the effectiveness of road closures, any authorization issued to 
implement the proposed project on the Coronado National Forest would 
contain terms and conditions to ensure road barrier effectiveness and 
maintenance, as appropriate. Based on these terms and conditions for 
ensuring the effectiveness of road closures, the proposed project is 
consistent with Forest Plan standards and guidelines for road density. 
 
Comment No. 3 
 
Refer to the response to Comment 1 above regarding the impacts of a Forest 
Plan amendment. 
 
Sections 3.3 and 4.3 discuss the existing biological resources and analyze 
the potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project, including 
potential impacts to endangered, threatened and special status species. 
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Comment No. 4 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 describe existing land use resources and analyze 
potential impacts to these resources. 
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Comment Nos. 1-5 
 
Refer to the responses to Comments 1-5, respectively, in Bulk Email #2. 
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